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MOORE BIOLOGICAL CONSULTANTS

"* MEMORANDUM **

Date: May 8, 2003

subject:  Testimony for Kathryn Peasna: State Energy Board Docket No.

O01-AFC-19: Biologlcal Resources

Te Whom It May Concern.

I have lived in the Herald area since 1987 and have worked as an
environmental consultant since 1986, | am the Principal Biologist and
owner of Moore Biological Consultants, a firm specializing in wellonds
and endangered species Issues, My company SOQ, which inciudes o
summary of my quallfications is alrcady on record.

I havo grave concerns with the Californla Energy Commission s (CEC)
potential willingness to support the applicant's (F.e.. SMUD) attempt to
secure wosefully premature certification of this project. It is readily
apparent that getting this project approved by a certain near-term dale
s now the focus of the applicotion for certification process. Detansibie
certification of the project appears impossibic at this time dua to vast
data gaps fo be filled In by future survoys, Inadequate Impact analysis.
lack of tangible mitigation, and the applicant’s non-compllance with
CEC’'s mandafed timelines. My comments today regard several topics.
each of which Is addressed below.

The upcoming nearings are inappropriately scheduled due 1o lack of
ample review time of voluminous new information. While ‘ro appi'cant
mace a weak attempt to fill five data gaps identifiod in staff s April 23,
2003 letter to the Commissioncrs and Hearing Officer, this Informa® on (e .
Informal Dato Reosponse 16 and the Draft Biological Resources Mitigation
implemantation and Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP)) were publishec on May

1300 W. Lodi Ave., Sulte A * Lod), CA §5047
(209) 365-6828 * Fax (209) 365-682Y

.91



MR TUuo=yus vl llée PH MOORE+BICGLOGICHAL 2893855823

5, 2003 and provided to intervenors via mall on May 6. 2003 With hearngs
scheduled for May 12, 2003, this does not allow for tha reciired 10 days of
review by staff and other partles identified In the April 23, 2003 letter as
"adequate”. The upcoming testimonial hearing on Biologicai
Resources must be rescheduled simply due to an inadequate revicw

period.

The applicant hoas falled to respond with comprehensive and
meaningful Information to the five data gaps Identified in staff's Aprii 23,
2003 letter to the Commissioners and Hearing Officer. Informai Dato
Response 16 is a woefully incdegquate resgonse to staf s A 230 20063
letter. The May 5, 2003 BRMIMP Jacks appropriate levels of specifcity,
references studies not yet published, and defers to intanglble potentia;
future mifigation scenarios. A portion of at least one chapter of the copy
of the BRMIMP provided to Ms. Peasha, encompassing 14 pages. is
missing. preciuding meaningful revicw,

The CEC has failed to undertake a true "CEQA-equlvalent”
environmental review process. The heart and soul of CEQA are
comprehensive inventory and full disciosure to the public.
Comprehensive inventory of biological resources is not yot compiete,
the impact analysis Is not complete, and mitigation Is not well

developed or agreed upon by responsible regulatory or resowce
agencies (i.e., California Department of Fish and Game, U.S Army Corps
of Engineers, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Scrvice).

The existing Inventory of wetland resources Is Inadeauate. The wetland
delineation survey boundarles do not allow for required analysls of
project impacts. Further. a number of the 11°X 17" wetland delineation
tiles of the copy of the BRMIMP provided to Ms. Peasha, encompassing
6 pages, were missing. precluding meaningful review.
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The existing surveys for burrowing owl and Swalnson’s hawk completed
during April, 2003 are Inadsquote to assess project Impacts and
determine appropriate mitigation. Flrst, these surveys were uncerraker
toc sarly in the nesting season to corfirm specles preserco of absencs
Further. the surveys were not Jndertaken per oubished protaccs, Jreg
appropriate weather conditions, or during appropriate times of aay

Project surveys for Cdllfornia tiger saiamander complared during 2003
are questionably adequate due to highly iregular winter rain patterns
Lack of reflable baseline Inventory for this specles precludes assessment
of project impacts and development of approprlate mitigation, 1t s
inappropriate for the applicant and staff to assume USFWS will concur
with the level of inventory for this specles, Further, mitigation ‘or impacts 1o
Cdlifornla tiger salamander tlers off of yet-to-be-developed vernal pool
mitigation program,

The existing Inventory of occupied. potential o suitable nabitat for
sensitive vernal pool species is inadequale. The wetiand delinection
survey boundaries dc not allow for requlred analysis of project Impacts
fo sensitive vernal pool species that occupy watland habitats. It s
inappropriate for the applicant and staff to assume USFWS wiill concur
with the leve! of inventory for sensitive vernal ool specias. Further,
mitigation for impacts to sonsttive vernal pool species appears to tlar off
of the yet-to-be-developed vernal pooi mitigation program.

A detdiled and comprehensive analysis of alternate or site project lovy
out pursuant to the Corps'’ required 404(b)1 Altornatives Analysis has eltner
not been prepared or net made avallable for review by staff ard atres
parties. The results of this analysls could foreseeably result v significar
changes in project deslgn, including but not limited to plant loy-out, plant
design. plant operatiors, plpeline alignment, and iocation of staging
areas.
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't Is Inappropriate t¢ propose the possible mitigation of significant
wefland impacts at existing mitigatinn banks The determinatior of the
acceptability of proposed mitigation by responsible ragulatory or
resource agencles has net been made as the Corps’ permil process 1S
just getting underway. However, senior Corps staff have recently stated
that up and running wetland mitigation banks that have been approved
by California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are intended to mitigaie for
projects with small impacts. In contrast, iarger projects with sigmificart
wetland Impacts should develop project-speclfic mitigation areas

The lack of written response from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Saervice (USFWS)
regarding acceptability or lack of acceptability of proposed
conceptual mitigation is a gaping hele in the application for certification
process. Almost all of the mitigation for (yet-to-be quantified) impocts 1w
biclogicaol resources is under review by USFWS, While it has been stated
that USFWS has "occepted” the April 3 Biological Assessment (BA). they
have only accepted it for review reloted to the ongoing Section 7
consultation, It would be entirely iresponsible to interpret USFWS
acceptance of the BA as any level of concurrence with proposcd
conceptual mitigaticn measdres.

Once the required data is provided to staff and other partles to allow for
adequate revlew, | lock forward to the opportunity to teslily agaln on
behalf of our community. Please call me at (209) 365-6828 with any

questions.

sSincerely,
Diane S Moore, M.S,

Principal Biologist

B
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Tentative Exhibit List Intervenor Peasha

EXHIBIT
1) CARB Axnnual Ozone Summaries
2) CARB Ozone Trends Summary Sacramento Valley Air basin
3) CARB PM-10 Trends Summary
4) CARB Highest Daily PM 2.5 Measurements Sacramento T Street
5) CARB PM-10 Summary Sacramento T Street
6) Sacramento Valley Air Basin PM-10 Trends
7) Evidentiary Hearing Record EAEC 10-12-02 p. 198,199
8) CARB Power Plant Siting Manual p. 12
9) EPA comments Three Mountam Power Plant
10 EPA comments Pastoria Energy Facility
11) Tssues Identification Report EAEC 07-19-2001
12) Evidentiary Hearing EAEC 10-21-02 p. 226
13)Tesla Power Plant Status Report 11-05-2002
141 CARB Memo on Road Paving ERCs
15 CARRB 2002 Almanac Sacramento PM inventory
16 Tracy Peaker Plant PMPD p. 125-127

17 Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan 2002 Milestone
Draft Report page 36

18 California Energy Commission 2002 Mounthly Peak Demand Report

19 California Energy Commission Chart Peak Electricity Demand 1n the
{SO Control Area with available resources and Alternative demand

SCenarios.
20 EPA comments on PDOC SMUD-Consumes Power Plant

21 CEC Power Plants under construction

22 Transport Factors ARB Almanac
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Preliminary Ozone Summary - Annual

Exhibit 1

Welcinne 1o

Annual Ozone Summaries for Selected Regions

Year 2003 data are only through March 11, 2003
To see monitoring site details, click on a specific year within region of interest

Pagelot2

- HILLYWOOD.

'

Exceedance Days™ Maximum
Region Year  Stafe National Concentration (ppm}
14 1-hr BHhr 1-hr 8-hr
000 45 7 37 0.14 0.11
o 2001 51 3 40 0.15 6.1
Broader Sacramento Area 2002 57 9 44 0.16 014
2003* 0 5 0 0.06 0.05
2000 24 0 16 0.12 0.1
2 17 0.14 0.12
San Diego Air Basin 001 29
2002* 15 0 13 0.12 0.10
2003 a g g .08 0.06
2000 12 3 4 0.15 0.1
. . 001 S 1 7 13 a.10
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 2001 ! 0.1
2002* 16 2 7 0.16 0.1
2003 0 0 ¢ 0.05 0.04
2000 114 30 103 047 043
. . , 2001 32 09 0.15 0.12
San Joaguin Valley Air Basin ¢ 123 1
2002° 125 33 124 0.16 0.13
2003¢ 0 b 0 0.07 0.07
2000 115 33 94 018 0.15
South Coast Air Basin 2004 121 36 92 019 0.14
2002° 119 47 98 017 0.15
2003 1 0 0 (.10 0.08
2000 38 1 30 013 0.11
2001 0.13 0.1
Ventura County ~ 34 2 24 1
2002~ 19 o 12 0.12 0.11
2003 0 0 0 (.08 0.05
N/A Data not available.

* All 2002 and 2003 datz are preliminary and subject to further review.

E X ] The anmober of excectanse days cquals the number of distinct days on which the relevant atandard was exceeded at any
monitering sile i the region. 1f the standard was exceeded at more than onc sits on a given day, it anly counts as onc
wxceedance day for the broader region.

% % k

Broader Snerzmenta Arca includes Sacrameato Metropolitan Air Quality Managoment District, Yolo-Solano Air
Pollstinn Control District, the southern, thisd of Sutier County Air Poltution Controd District, and the westem portions

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/cgi-bin/db2www/ozonereport_annual d2w/start
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Ozone Trends Summary
Exhibit 2
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Ozone Trends Summary: Sacramento Valley Air Basin

Page 1 of 1

ifTRErS

Days » Standard 1-Hour Observations 8-Hour Averages
1-Hour 8-Hour 3-Year 3-Year Average Year
Year State Nat'l Nat'l  Maximum 4th High  Maximum 4th High EPDC  Coverage
2002 : s 33 3,139 8,432 0.120 08 0.135 160
2001 Z 37 0142 81323 0.108 0.0883 0,138 160
2000 . 5 38 3,138 9,945 0.108 C1GE 0.153 100
1993 ol 7 43 0.1560 0.148 0.129 0. 10 0.158 100
1998 - 44 g0 2,160 048 0.127 G.G97 0.161 100
1997 3 3 15 5,142 G433 6,107 3.0697 0.141 100
1996 e fird SAET G048 3.126 g5 3.154 99
1995 %1 40 0.155 2,545 0.128 .106 0.149 100
1994 . = 43 5.143 0,143 8121 4104 0.148 100
1993 7 22 2.150 0,450 0.120 9,110 0.159 100
Years: Ozone data are available for this basin from 1973 through 2002,
Nates; All concentrations expressed as parts per million.
Slate exceedances shown in oo | National exceedances shown in srange .
An exceedance is not necessarily 2 violation.
Go to: Data Statistics Home Page Trends Summarias Start Page Pi18 Trands for this Basin

http://www.arb ca.gov/adam/cgi-bin/db2www/polltrends.d2w/Branch
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PM10 Trends Summarv Exhibit 3 age 1 of
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PM10 Trends Summary: Sacramentc Valley Air Basin

Est. Days > Std. Annual Averages 3-Year Maximum Year
Year State Nat'h  Geometric  Arithmetic  Average  Observation gppc  Coverage
2002 T e 273 36.9 30 ; 111.6 4]
2001 B 0 261 30.2 32 140.7 100
2000 W Q 24.7 279 30 Es 163.2 100
1999 z 302 38.4 20 70 206.4 100
19498 G 22.8 29.0 28 T 116.0 100
1997 a 253 28.6 30 R 136.6 100
1996 0 255 25.8 32 B 1238.7 130
1995 ) 26.3 33.4 32 134.9 100
1984 0 30.0 34.5 35 121.7 100
1993 0 28.8 36.9 37 . 130.0 G0

Years: FM1C data are available for this basin from 1983 through 2002,
Notes: All concentrations expressed as micrograms per cubic meter

State exceedances shown in - 2 . National exceedances shown in arange

Ar exceedance s not necessarily 3 violation.
Go to: Data Statistics Home Page Trends Summaries Start Page Qzone Trends for this Basin

http./fwww.arb.ca.gov/adam/cgi-bin/db 2www/ polltrends.d2w/Branch 5/7/2003
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Top 4 Caly PM2.5 Measurements

View this
page for
another
pollutant:

Hourly O,
8-Hour O,

PM 25
C

Start Qver;

Exhibitd

Callfornla

\Ir Fasolifess Sozrel

L (ARBHome) (A0 Home) (Search) (SiteMap) (Contacts)

Highest 4 Daily PM2.5 Measurements RS
and Annual PM2.5 Statistics
at Sacramento-T Street
micrograms per cubic meter

2000 2001 2002
High Jan 8% 57.G Jan 29 : Neov 28 73.0
2nd High  Bec 23 4.0 Jan GZ nNov 27 53.¢
3rd High  Jan 08 83.0 Sec 13 Mow 20 82.¢
4th High  Dec 29 56.8 Jan 84 Mow 25 £6.0

*Days > Nat'l Standard 4

i oay
T1 ;0N
Cr e o

-3
N

o
(B

3]
2
3]
[#3]
=

98th Percentile 42,
**3-Year Average 38th 72

-y
"
adk

Nat'l Annual Average 12
**3-Year Nat'| Average 23,

e
-
o »
=
P
o

***Year Covarage

<= Go Backward a Year
" Make a New Request

* The number of days a measurement was greater than the level of the

nattonal datly stancard (65 micregrams per cubic meter). Measurements
are collected everyday, avery three days, or every six days, depending
en the time of year and the site’s monitor schedule, The number of days
above the standard is not directly related to the number of violations of -
the standard for the year.

" The J-vear statistics include data from the listed year and the two years

before the fisted year.

"* Year Coverage indicates how extensive monitoring was during the time

of year when high pollutant concentrations are expected. Year coverage
ranges frem G to 100, For example, a Year Coverage of 75 indicates that
manitoring occurred 75% of the time when high poilutant eoncentrations
are expected. For the current year, Year Coverage will be 0 at the
beginning of the year and will increase as 1he data for the year become
available. Year Coverage is blank when the data history at the site is
insufficient to determine when high concentrations are expected.

hitp://www arb_ca gov/adam/cgi-bin/db2 www/adamtop4 d2w/Branch
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Page 1 of 1
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PM10 Trends Summary Page 1 of 1
Exhibit 5

California Home ) Links  Software Contact Us AQDT: Home

wmen C ]

Ar Flognsreas Seaired

IR OS

PM10 Trends Summary: Sacramento-T Street

Est. Days > Std. Annual Averages 3-Year Maximum Year
Year  State Natl  Geometric  Arithmetic  Average  Observation gppg  Coverage
2002 : ¢ 23.6 28.7 25 o §4.7
2001 a 22.4 25.0 28 i +11.8 95
20040 0 22.9 24.6 25 s 102.5 100
1999 0 23.7 28.7 25 - 1156 100
1998 4] 18.9 22,6 24 i 86.2 100
1697 & 20.2 23.2 26 - 105.4 160
1996 0 22.2 24.9 28 i 141.8 100
1995 0 26.3 28.8 29 ) 109.5 100
1954 0 26.1 30.2 30 - 103.5 100
1883 ¢ 25.3 28.5 34 o 130.0 100
Area: Sacramento Counly; Sacramento Valley Air Basin
District: Sacramente County APCD
Years: PM10 data are available for this site from 1890 through 2002,
Notes: Ali concentrations expressed as micragrams per cubic meter.
Stale exceedances shown in 20 | National exceedances shown in IraRGe |
An exceedance s not necessarily a vielation.
Go to: Data Statistics Home Page Trends Suinmartes Start Page Gzane Trends for this Site
http://www arb ca. gov/adam/cgi-bin/db2www/polltrends.d2w/Branch 5/7/2003
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Exhibit 6

128

ARB Almanac 2002 - Chapter 4: Air Basin Trends and Foracasts - Criteria Pollutants

Sacramento Valley Air Basin
PM,, Emission Trends and Forecasts

Direct emissions of PM |, are increasing in the Sacramento
Valley Air Basin between 1995 and 2010. This increase is due
to growth in emissions from area-wide sources, primarily fugi-
tive dust from paved and unpaved roads, fugitive dust from
construction and demolition, and particulates from residential
fuel combustion. As also observed in other areas of the State,
these arca-wide PM | emissions have gone up as a result of pep-
ulation growth and increased vehicle travel. Emissions of direct-
Iy emitted PM | from mobile sources and stationary sources in
the Sacramento Valley Air Basin have remained relatively
steady.

- PMto Emission Trends {lons/day, annun) averoge)

Emlsslon Soures | 1978 1980 | 1985 1990 | 1995 |2000 W@WNRP
Al Savrces : 218| 236 215, 246! 240 253 275 297
Statlonary $ources | 22 W6 14 160 15; 150 i) 7
Area-wide Sources 186 209 191: 217° 216! 229 ﬁj 270
On-Rogd Mobile 3 3l 4 51 4 4 S
Gaseline Vehides | 17 1. 2f 2. 25 3. 3 3
Diesel ehicles | 1° 2. 3: 4 2. 2. ii |\
Other Mobile o8 707 6. & 6 5
Table 4-36
PM,, Emission Trends
- _
220 Jll
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Exhibit 74
- EVIDENTIARY HEARING

BEFORE THE
CALIFORNIA ENERGY RESQURCES CONSERVATION

AND PEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

Docket Ng.

Aprlication for Certification
01-AFC-4

£ox the East Altamont Energy
Center :

TRACY ELKS LODGE # 2031
6400 11TH STREET

TRACY, CALIFORNIA

MONDAY, OCTOBER 21, 2002

10:21 a.m,

Reported by:
Valorie Phillips
Contract No. 170-01-0021

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345
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Exhibit 7B

158
1 ammcnia levels when I prepared that discussion on
2 page 2.1-17 in my testimony, but I did not include
3 the numbers in there,
4 of Ckay. So, assuming there is no — wall,
5 let's assume that there is, since we can't verify
3 there isn't any local impact from ammonia
7 emissions, how about regional level, what do we
] lexpect to see from what will impact the region
g from these ammonia emissions and formation of
10 secondary FPM2.57
11 A Okay, first I need to correct my
12 previous answer. I just saw in my testimony I
13 said quite clearly that thers are no data on
14 ambient ammonia levels. What we do, because of
15 that lack of data, is to infer, based on the
16 relative sulfate and nitrate concentrations,
17 whether a region is ammenia rich or not.
15 And you can tell by the ratic of those
19 two whether there's sufficient ammonia for further
20 reactions to occur. So, I did, by inference, not
21 by actual ammoniz data.
22 In terms of regional formation of
23 particulates, the longer the period of time you
24 have for the reacrions to cccur the greater the
25 Possibility that you may have some particulate

PETERS SEORTHAND REFORTING CORPORATION (916} 362-2345
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Exhibit 7C

139

1 formation because the ammonia may be transported

2 into a region that i1s, in fact, not ammonia rich.
3 But I did not do any calculations or assessment of
4 that, either.

5 Q S50, we could reasonably say that we

6 don't have any estimates of ammonia nitrate PM2.5
7 formations lecally or regicnally, is that correct?
8 A You don't have any quantitative

9 estimates; what you have are the qualitative

10 judgments by me, by the Bay Area District and by

11 the San Joaquin District.

12 Q So in the absence of any say

13 quantitative formation --

14 A Right.

15 o How many pounds of ammonia is this

16 facility going to emit rer year?

17 A You can find that infermation in the AFC

18 at table 8.1-22; ir'g about 274 tens per vear of

19 ammonia.

20 o] S0 in the absence of any quantitative

21 information or any formula for deriving PM2.5

22 formaticn from ammonia, and we have 274 tons of

23 ammonia being emittad from this facility, so we

24 have a degree of uncertainty as to whether this

25 ammonia impact is going to be significant ar not,
PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 352-234%5
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Exhibit 8 A

N ——— Califorria Environmenial Prolection Agency

/= AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Guidance for Power Plant Siting and
Best Available Control Technology

As Approved by the Air Resources Board on July 22, 1999

Stationary Source Division
Issued September 1999
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Exhibit 8 B

Permit conditions specifying the emission limits should be expressed in the same form as
the underlying regulatory requirement. For exainple, if a BACT requirement is expressed as an
emission concentration measured at a given averagmg tmme and exhaust gas oxygen content, the
permit condition implementing the requirement should utilize the same parameters.

2. Equipment Startup and Shutdown

A district should address all phases of plant operations in BACT decisions and assure that
controls are required and used where feasible to minimize power plant emissions; permit emission
limres should be written to apply to turbine emissions for all potential loads. Emissions generated
during equipment startup and shutdown should be regulated by a separate set of limitations to
optimize cmission control; to regulate these emissions, permit conditions should limit and require
record keeping of the number of daily and annuat startups and shutdowns. The power plant
operator should be required to have a district-approved plan to minimize emissions from
equipment startup and shutdown,

3. Source Testing and Monitoring
ARB’s goal is to assure initial and ongoing compliance of each power plant with BACT
and other emission limits specified fa permit conditions. Compliance with BACT and other
emission limits is most easily verified through continuous emission monitors (CEMs) and annual
source testing, using certified methods that meet district, State, and federal protocols.
4, Fuel Sulfur Content

The permit should include conditions to address SOy emission levels and to require that
the levels be determined using the upper limit of the sulfur content specified in the natural gas
supplier’s contract.

5. Ammoaia Slip
The permit should mnclude conditions to minimize the amount of ammonia slip to a health

protective level when selective catalytic reduction is used as a control method; districts should
consider establishing ammonia slip levels at or below 5 ppmvd at 13 percent OXygen.

12

6FEBQOEBEBOZ

3804S SRandes die:1o0 €0 B0 Rew



f\ﬁwﬁ UNITED STATES ENVIROMMENTAL PRGTECTION AGENCY
] 77 5 REGION 1X

> P

* &

75 Hawthome stroet

R San Francisco. CA 34105 * —
ibi i PR Yl Wl vl ;
g:xhlblt 9 A { \JM»KE‘ZT |
Februarv <, 2000 ,‘ gg. AFC.Z :
B DATE N4z
' MI‘. }\fllChaCj KUSSOW, P= ) I m B i
Air Pollution Control Officer {RECD, Fto Y / 44

Shasm County Alr Qualicy Management District
{833 Placer Street, Suite 101
Redding, CA 95001

Re: Comments ou Three Mouarain Powvr Protect Preliminary Determination of
Compliance
Thens Mp Mossow
Thank you for the oprortunity to comment on the Preliminary Determination of
Compliazze (PDOC) for the Three Mountain Power Project located near Bumney, Shasta Cownty.
Consistent with District Ruie 2:1 MNew Squrce Review) and the 1985 PSD Delegation
Agresment between EPA and Shasta County AQMD. we have performed a review of the PDOC.
The purpose of the review is to ensure that the PDOC complies with 40 CFR 52.7 and Rude 2:1,
as well as appiicable NSPS and MACT requirements.

The portion of this PDOC containing the NOx and CO BACT analv~:s does not comply
with 40 CFR 52.21. because it did not consider all available control techar..ogies required in the
"top-down” approach. Specifically, the analysis improverly rejected SCONOx as en available
control tachnology. We belisve that the SCONOx tachmology has been available 2nd feasible for
this project since at least December 1999. Therefore, we are requesting you to require TMPP .
prepare a supplemental BACT analysis that includes SCONOX in the top-down selection process.
Please refer to the enclosure for a more detailed discussion on tkis and other issues peraining 1o

the 7DOC.

Further, we believe that you must provide public notice and seek public comment on the
suppiemental BACT analysis and any revisions to the PDOC. We look forward to working witd
you in thiz parmitting process. If vou have an, questions, please contact Duong Nguyen of my
maricr el TadelidRl
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Exhibit 9 B

he conducted at the maximum operating capacity of the turbines. After the initial
performance tests and upon written request and adequate justification (i-e., consistent
demonstration of compliance). the annual frequency may be recduced.

Conditian 35 The District set the ammonja slip limit as 10 ppmvd. based on the fact that

recent power olants in CA have been permited at that ievel. However, we steongly

recomumend that the District tighten this limit to 5 ppmvd. According to the CARB's

Power Plant Guidance, at least two power plants in Massachusetts using SCR have been

" petmitted at a 2 ppmvd limit. Further, several SCR manufacturers, including Mitsubishi

and Engelhard, have now guaranteed 5 ppmvd ammonia ship. Therefore, the Guidance

supgests an armonia skip of 5 ppmvd. Based on the avalable information, we agree with-

ihe CARE"S Guidance that the ammonia SHip Lt should be setas 5 ppmvd. Should tae

sunplemental BACT analysis lead to the use of SCONOX to coatrol NOx ana CO,

amimoma ermissions will not be an 1sswe. (Conditon 51, which Specifies an ammonia siip

of 10 ppmvd, should also be revised ta reflect this recommendation.)

S1°

1n,

17.

Condirion 40. The District should require that the cooling tower blowdown water quality
he tested on = weakly basis. The o/o should also be required to mmaintain a log containing
the date and results of each test and the resulting raass emission rate.

Condition 48, Thisis intended as 2 for- your- information comment. Condition 48
contains several sentences/phrases with porendal credible-evidence- "busting” language.
The problem will occur when terms and conditions in this constuction permit are

transferred to a Title V permit a1 a later date. For example, the [ast sentence in the first

paragraph of the condition reads, “The emission testing will be used to determine
compliance with the permitted emission limit indicated in Conditions 35 and 37." This
language undermines the purpose of the 1997 Credibie Evidence Rule, which 1s to ailow
the use of any credible evidence, net just compliance testing, o establish that a source is
in violation of an applicable limit. To avoid this problem, the District could change the
condition language to a more acceptable format, such as, "The o/o shall perform source
testing of the (insert pollutants) emission limits in Cordition 35 and 37, in accordance
with the test methods specified in Condition 47." ‘

Condition S0. The reference to "[cJontinuing compliance with the ammonia slip emission
limit of Condition 38c..." appears to be a typographical error. The ammomnia slip 1imit 18
contained in Conditon 33c.

Condition 55a. This condition requires that the monthly report include exceedances of
the opacity limits listed in Condition 34, but does not provide for any visible emission
monitoring. Given that the report must be submitted monthiy, we recommend that the
source conduct. at & minimum, monthly VE monitoring to susute on-going compliance
with the opacity limits, Note that this VE monitoring is different from the more formal
anoual Method 9 testing recommended in comment #5. ‘
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Exhibit 10 &

ENCLOSURE !

EPA Comments on Pastoria Energy Facility Preh'minai-y Determipation of Compliance
(Draft 6-15-2000)

1) Offsets
A) NO, Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs):

As we have discussed in. the past, EPA requires that the District only allow the nse of pre-
1990 ERCs if they are explicitly included as growtb in the emission inventories used for your
amainment plans and reasanable further progress plan (RFP)'. We understand that NOy ERC #3-
825-2 (used for interpoliutant trading for PM,) is based on pre-1990 reductions. In addition,
many of the reductions used to generate Chevron NOy ERC #C-311 occurred before 1990
(according to table 3 of the District’s 1999 evaluation for praject 960852).

We understand that the District has included general growth factors in your attainment
plan. but has not explicitly included pre-1990 ERCs 25 curzent emissions in the attaioment plan
and has pot explicitly included the ERCs as growth in the rate of progress plan. Tlis approach
does not demonstrate that growth due to the use of pre-1390¢ ERCs is included in addition 1o
:ncreases from other sourees (such as area and minor sowrces). Therefore, these emissions can
exceed the emissions accounted for in the current attainment plan and rate of progress plan {which
are besed on a 1990 emissions inventory). Because EPA has proposed to "bump up” the San
Joaquin Valiey, a new plan and inventory will be required. EPA’s acceptance of the propased
ERCs o5 valid credits is premised on the Distriet’s commitment, via its response to these
comments. to include these and any other pre-1990 ERCs it would like 1o make available for use
by major sources in the new inventory as growth.

B) SO, ERCs !

We understand that three SOy BRCs (8-259-5, now S-1344-5; §-257-5, now $-257-5; S-
$6-5, now S-1336-5) were generated based on reductions that occurred in 1991 or 1992, which is
before the 1993 emissians inventory date for the Distict's most recent PM,, aftainment plan.
Because these “pre-baseline” ERCs do not appear to be explicitly included in the 1993 emission
inventory and the RFP, the use of these crodits could hinder future attainment of the PM,,
Navional Ambient Air Quality Standards. As noted in our the August 30, 1999 letter on the
Sunrise Cogereration project, the District needs to ensure that pre-baseline ERCs are
appropriately included in the PM,; attainment plan and the RFP before allowing theiy use.

'Pleage see "Response 1o Request for Guidance on Use of Pre-1990 ERC's and Adjusting
for RACT at Time of Use", dated August 26, 1994, from John Seitz 10 David Howekamp.

1
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_ Exhibit 10 B
C) Seasonal Credits: .

The permuit currently contains an annual emissions oy, while the District offset rule is

based on quarters. We recommend limiting sumrner quarier emissions of ozone precursors to the
quantity of offsets provided for the summer quarter. We also recommend limiting the winter time
emissions of PM,, and PM;, precrrsors to the amount of winter quarter offsets provided for those

polintants.
D) Use of NOyx ERCs to mitigate PM,q emissions.

While we are accepting the District’s gvaluation for this project, we would like to note that
ali emission trades of this type (inciuding any future trades) must also be supported by a case-by-
case evaluetion. Please see our prior comments on your PDOCs on La Paloma (April 30, 1999).
and Elk Hills (Jaouary 14, 2000) for morc information on EPA’s position on trades of this type.

2) Afr Toxics

As we have discussed with District staff, EPA reeently published a Federal Register notice
clarifying that gas turbines with the potential to emit 10 tons of any HAP (including
formaldehyde) or 25 tons of total HAPs are subject to a case-by-case air toxics review under _
section 112(g) of the Clean Air Act. We understand that Pastoria Energy Facility intends to
irgtall emission contrels that will limit them to less than major source HAP levels. Therefore, the
permit must contain enforceable emissions imits on MAP emissions from the source.

In addition, the permit must require source testing. This is especially important due 10 the
uncertainty over whether existing cmission factors are accurate for a source that uses XONON or
o add-on catalyuc oxidizer. One option suggested by the applicant is using the annual VOC
source testing as a swrrogate for HAPs in lien of annual HAP testing. EPA would agree ta this
approach when annual VOC testing shows that toral VOCs arc so low that no HAP wsting is
necessary (sume Distnet VOC tests of gas turbines have shown virtually sa VOC emissions). On
the ather hand, when VOC testing shows that HAP levels may exceed the major source levels, we

believe that additional future HAP testing will be necessary.

3) BACT evaluation

We appreciate the District’s inclusion of SCONOKX in the controi technology evaluaticn as
an alternative to SCR, which we had requested in our comments on the PDOC for Elk Hills. This
evaluation states that the Federa] facility 15 pot in the same “class and category” as the larper
Pastonia Energy Facility. We would like to point out that, while we have not made a
determination of whether 2 1 ppm NOX is achieved in practice for the Federal facility identified
in your evaluation, we believe that these two sources waould fali within the same class or category
of sources. We have enclosed our August 29, 1988 guidance memo eqtitled "Transfer of
Technology in-Determining Lowest Achievable Emission Rate"(Enclosure 2), which explains that
the emission streem characteristics are the appropriate basis far determining whether twe sources
fall within the same class or category. We also recommend that the District’s evaluation consider
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Exhibit 10 C
prif 12, 2006 and the CEC’s Final Staff Assessment

DEC-1B-Zdd  15:28

the latest information submitted by ABB on
for Elk Hills. '

As the District has documented in your evaluation of PM,, offset requirements, ammonia
can react in the atmosphere to fom PM,,. The District has proposed an ammonia slip lmit of 10
ppravd. However, we songly recommend that the District tighten this limit to 5 ppmvd if SCR s
' chosen as the alterpative to XONON. According 10 the CARB's Power Plant Guidance, a! Jeast
two power plants in Massachuseits using SCR have been permitted at 2 2 ppmvd limit. Fuither,

several SCR manufacturers, including Mitsubishi and Engclhard, have now guaranteed § ppmvd

ammonia slip. Therefore, the Guidance Suggests an ammonia slip of 5§ ppmvd. Based on the

available information, we agree with the CARB's Guidance that the ammoniz slip litnit should be

set at least as low as 5 ppmvd.

4) Start-up and Shut-down conditions

We recommend that the Distriet require testing of PM,, start-up and shut-down emjssiong ‘
al the same time that source testing is conducted for other pollutants. We would also like 1o note -
that the CEMs should be capable of monitoring the higher emissions that may occur during start-
up and shut-down. In addition, we believe that the CEMs can, and should, sample often ena ugh
during these time periods to accurately quantify emissions during these start-up and shwt-down,

5} Aualysis of Alternstive Sites, Sizes, and Processes

This section of the preliminary determination of compliance evaluation (p 36) lists
beuefits described by the applicant, but does not contajn an independent evaluation by the
District. We understand that the Califomia Energy Commission intenids 10 canduct a review of
alternate sites, sizes, and procesges, that the Distriet may be able to rely on. We recommend that
the District include or reference this evaluation, unfess the District intends ta perform a separate

evaluation.

*p-33 in part 3 of the FSA, which is dated April 28, 2000
3

TOTAL P. 15
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Exhibit 171 A

State Of Gaiifornia The Resources Agency of Califarnia

Memorandum
Date: July 19, 2001

Teleptione: (916} 657-4394

File: 01-AFCA

Ta: Chairman William Keese, Presiding Member
Commissioner, Robert Pemell, Assaciate Member

From: Califarnia Energy Comrission = Cheri Davis
1516 Ninth Street Siting Project Manager
Sacramenio, CA 95844-5512

Subject:  ISSUES IDENTIFICATION REPORT FOR THE EAST ALTAMONT ENERGY
CENTER (01-AFC-4)

Attached is the staff's Issues Identification Report for the East Altamont Energy
Center propesal (01-AFC4). This report serves as a preliminary scoping dccument
that identifies the issues that the Energy Commission staff believes will require
carefut attention and consideration. Energy Commission staff will present the issues
report at the Siting Committee’s scheduled Informationat Hearing on August 9, 2001,
at the Holiday inn Express in Tracy, Califomia.

ce: Docket (01-AFC-4)
Proof of Service List

Attachment
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Exhubit 11 B

should be set at 2 ppm for NOx, 2 ppm for CO and 5 ppm for ammonia. Staff will
work with Calpine, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (District) and
the EPA staff to resolve this issue prior to the issuance of the District Preliminary
Determination of Compliance (PDOC).

2. Effectiveness of the proposed PM10 emission mitigation; Calpine has proposed
to mitigate the project's PM10 emissions by paving roads at various locations
within a 65-mile radius from the project site. Because the project's direct PM10
emissions and the proposed fugitive dust emission reductions from road paving
are highly localized, staff does not believe that the proposed PM10 mitigation
package would provide effective mitigation of the project’s PM10 impacts.

in addition, the Air Resources Board (ARB) staff issued a letter stating that the
use of fugitive emission reductions from paving of roadways may not be
appropniate to mitigate PM10 emissions from a combustion source such as the
proposed project. The ARB staff maintains that the PM10 from a combustion
source, such as the proposed praject, is comprised mostly of finer particles
(particles that are less than 2.5 microns in diameter and can imbedded deeply in
the lung), which are not the same type of particles as those from unpaved
roadways,

Staff proposes that Catpine re-evaluate their proposed mitigation, allowing for the
fact that only a portion of emission reduction from paving of roads is for particles
less than 2.5 microns. In addition, staff will need to waork closely with Calpine
and the District to locate local PM10 emission reduction sources that can be
used to mitigate the project PM10 emissions.

3. Potential new violations of the air guality standard; Calpine has been using an
approved modeling method to assess the proposed project emissions' impacts.
The mode), however, employs a formula that could underestimate the project's
NO. emission impacts if the wrong assumptions are used. Cormections to this
modeling deficiency may reveal that the project's NO, emissions could exceed
the state 1-hour NO. ambient air quality standard. Because the area is currently
in attainment for this standard, a new viciation could mean that the project may
not be able to obtain a permit from the District. Staff will work with Calpine and
the District to explore further modeling options fo assess the project’s emissions
impacts.

4. Mitigation for SQ,: Calpine has not proposed to provide any emission reduction
credits to mitigate the project's SO, emissions because mitigation would not be
required under District rules. Staff believes that the project’'s SO2 emissions will
need to be mitigated for two reasons: 1) Calpine has underestimated the project's.
SO, emissions by assurning a low sulfur content for the natural gas supply, and
2) because SO; is a precursor to PM10, the project SO, emissians will contribute
to the existing PM10 violations. Staff will work with Calpine to find an acceptable
solution fo this issue.

July 20, 2001 5 EAEC Issues ldentification Report
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EVIDENTIARY HEARING
BEFORE THE
CALIFORNIA ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION

AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

Docket No.

dpplication for Certification
01-AFC-4

for the East Altamont Energy
Center

TRACY ELKS LODGE # 2031
6400 117H STREET

TRACY, CALIFCRNIA

MONDRY, CCIOBER 21, 2002

10:21 a.m,

Reported by:
Valorie Phillips
Contract No. 170-01-001

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (¢16) 362-2345

td B¥EODQE3EDE S9CUS sSRandes

dov 10 £n an Reuw



a3

10

i1

12

13

14

15

19

17

18

13

20

24

23

22

Exhibit 12 B

226
project our principal PM10 reduction technique was
paving roads. And it was going %o be paving roads
from a scurce that was relatively close to the
project site.

We got very strong signals from the
Commission Staff that they did not believe that
paving roads was appropriate becatse it would not
help air guality in terms of the PM10 that people
breathe. And as a result we switched to a
different approach to satisfying our ERC
requirements.

I think that either approach would have
been, in the end, acceptable. But again, 1 just
wanted to emphasize the distinction between the
emission trends shawing an increase in the
directly emitted PM10 that Mr. Sarvey referred to,
and the statemen sz on the following page of
exactly the same document showing that PM10 air
quality is slightly improving in San Joaquin
Vallevy,

0 Mx. Sarvey also asked you questions
concerning the comparison with Tracy ERCs with the
East Altamont ERCs. Do you wish to comment
further in response to those gquesticns?

A Yes, I do. One second, please. Yes,

PZTERS SHORTHAND REPCRTING CORPORATICN {516) 362-2345
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Exhibit 13

tate Qf Califarnia The Resources Agency of California

Memorandum

Fa:

“ram;

Subject:

Date: November 5, 2002
Telephorte: ATSS (918) 653-0062

John L. Geesman, Presiding Member File: siteslalstatusreports
Arthur H. Rosenfeld, Associate Member

Califarnia Energy Commission - Jack W. Casweli

1516 Ninth Strent Energy Commission Project Manager
Sacromento, CA 95814-5512

TESLA POWER PROJECT (01-AFC-21) STATUS REPORT #4

Energy Commission staff held Preliminary Staff Assessment workshops on September
24" and 25" 2002. Staffis scheduling a workshop in mid-November to discuss
unresolved issues to inctude scheduling with the applicant, other parties and agencies.
The applicant js requesting that the project move to Evidentiary Hearings as scon as
possible. Staff needs the applicant to provide complete data request responses, and
agency documents prior to an FSA publication. We intend to publish the FSA thirty
days after receiving this information. Staff believes that an updated schedule from the
Committee would be helpful. The following information is a summary of the remaining
FSA issues.

ISSUES UNRESOLVED

Air Quaiity, Biological Resources, Land Use, Transmission System Engineering, Visuai
Resources and Water Resources are the areas of greatest concern at this time.

AR QuaLiTy

In other cases currently at the Energy Commission, USEPA has identified a concern
about the use of an Emission Reduction Credit (ERC) that was created prior to 1990
unless there is appropriate documentation to justify its use. Staff understands that this
documentation has not occurred. If USEPA were to disallow its use, then substitute
NOx ERCs in the amount of 21 tons would have to be secured by the applicant.

Staff disagrees with the BAAQMD on the efficacy of using PMqo ERCs from the Altamont
Landfill road paving as mitigation. We believe that using dust control to off set
combustion related PM;; does not fully mitigate actual project impacts. Additionally,
staff does not agree with the air pollution mitigation proposal by the applicant for the
San Joaquin Valley air poliution impacts. Without knowing how the Mitigation
Agreement funds would be used staff believes that a substantial residual liability of
PM1o and ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) will not be fully mitigated. However, the
San Joaguin Air Pollution Control District is satisfied with the mitigation proposal. Staff
neld a workshop to address the project concerns but was unable to resolve the
differences on these issues. Staff intends to go forward with the FSA once the
BAAQMD publishes a Final Determination of Compliance (FOOC). The BAAQMD
indicated to staff the FDOC would not be provided until mid-December 2002.

B¥ECQOEBEBOS S30ys sRandes dip:I0 €0 80

Keyy



Exhibit 14

Ak hmmastn s

h-e2-0¢ THG 02018 P 4B STETION SOURCE Fat . 3181455023

ﬁ\ i_ ~ Air Resources Board

Alan C. Ltioyd, Ph.0.

et o1 Socmmnin, Catons o5ty EMDGKET
2026 L Sweet - F.O. Eax 28135 - Sacramerio, Cafformia 95832 & { Govemor

enicy Secretery
ALAEC-21

o
DATE Al 15 8 |

To.  Air Pollution Control Officers | RECDHAR 25 7002

June "€, ZI0D

| am wnting 1o exprass ouf CONCaNTs regarding the increasing use of course particulate
matter (PM) emission reductions fo aifset combustion-generated fine particulaie matier
increases (e.q., reduciions in unpaved road efmissions to offset cormbustion emission
incrzases). Fine particulates, those equal to or smaller than 2.5 microns in diameter
(PM2.5), have unigue pulmonary dynamics. They selectively penetrate inta lung aiveoii.
Whatever chemicals the parliculates have absorhed, either at their source or from

— amplen: air, are alsa fransparted into the body.—Fine parjculate mailer emissions are a
serious human health cencem. :

In addition, data from the California Emission Jventory Development and Reporiing
Systern (CEIDARS) illustrates the incéngruity of PM size fraction between unpaved ro=d
~  dustand gaseous fuef combustion. CEIDARS data indicates unpaved road dust is

‘ approximately 59 percent PM10 and 13 percent PM2.5. Camparatively, 100 percerx of
PM from gaseous fuel combustion is less than 2.5 microns.

We believe thate is no technical justification for allowing PM emission reductions irom
road paving to ofiset PM mcreases from naturai gas combustion. Any ERC granted for
ceductions in norn-combustion course particulate matier shouid contain conditons {o
limit the use of the ERC to similar-sized non-combustion particulate matter sources. ¥
ERCs have been granted for paving of roads, thase ERCs should not be allewed tcbe
used to mitigate the impacts of combustion particutats.

I hope that you concur with us on this issue. In the fure, we intend fo negatively
comment on proposals that aliow non-cembustion particulats matier emissions 1o be
usad 1o offset compusion-generated particuiate matter emissions.

If you have any qusstions or would like to discuss this firthar, plezsa conizctme =t
(©16) A45- 4383 or Mr. Peter D. Venturini, Chief, Stationary Scurce Division, at
(91€) 445-0850 or contact Mr. Raymond &, Menebroker, Chief, Project Assessment
Branch, at {316) 322-602€. ' g :

-
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Forecast Emissions by Summary Category Reports Page i of 1
' Exhibit 15 A

2002 Almanac Data

PARTICULATE MATTER < 10 MICRONS PROJECTED
EMISSION INVENTORY

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AQMD DISTRICT

REPORT TYPE: GROWN AND CONTROLLED
SEASON: SUMMER
BASE YEAR: 2001

All emissions are represented in Tons per Day and reflect the most current data provided to ARB
Download this data as a comma defimited file.

B AREA-WIDE SOURCES
| SUMMARY CATEGORY NAME [ 2001
[SOLVENT EVAPORATION
[CONSUMER PRODUCTS [ 0.000]
[ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS AND RELATED PROCESS SOLVENTS][ 0.000]
[PESTICIDES/FERTILIZERS [ 0.000]
[ASPHALT PAVING / ROOFING [ 0.008]
I* TOTAL SOLVENT EVAPORATION [0.008|
[MISCELLANEOUS PROCESSES
[RESIDENTIAL FUEL COMBUSTION [ 1.035]
[FARMING OPERATIONS [ 1.560]
'[CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION [11.910]
[PAVED ROAD DUST ' [14.125]
[UNPAVED ROAD DUST f14.729]
[FUGITIVE WINDBLOWN DUST I 0.777
\FIRES I 0.051
[WASTE BURNING AND DISPOSAL [ 0.567]
[COOKING "1 1a0]
[* TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS PROCESSES “1l45.894
[** TOTAL AREA-WIDE SOURCES |l45.902!
[ |

|

[GRAND TOTAL FOR SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AQMD 145.902|

* Emissions from natural sources are excluded.

http: //www . arb ca.gov/app/emsinv/fcemssumeat querv.ohp : 3/11/2003
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Forecast Emissions by Summary Category Reports Page [ of |
Exhibit 15 B

2002 Almanac Data

PARTICULATE MATTER < 10 MICRONS PROJECTED
EMISSION INVENTORY

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AQMD DISTRICT

REPORT TYPE: GROWN AND CONTROLLED
SEASON: WINTER
BASE YEAR: 2001

All emissions are represented in Tons per Day and reflect the most current data provided to ARB
Download this data as a comma delimuted file,

| AREA-WIDE SOURCES |
l SUMMARY CATEGORY NAME [ 2001]
[SOLVENT EVAPORATION |
[CONSUMER PRODUCTS ][ 0.000]
[ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS AND RELATED PROCESS SOLVENTS]| 0.000|
[PESTICIDES/FERTILIZERS I 0.000]
[ASPHALT PAVING / ROOFING 0.008
[* TOTAL SOLVENT EVAPORATION 0.008
[MISCELLANEOUS PROCESSES |
'RESIDENTIAL FUEL COMBUSTION [ 8.933]
[FARMING OPERATIONS — [ 2.754]
|CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION _|[r0.068]
[PAVED ROAD DUST , |[13.460]
[UNPAVED ROAD DUST {l.3929]
(FUGITTIVE WINDBLOWN DUST [ 0.126
[FIRES || c.051
{WASTE BURNING AND DISPOSAL Il 0.567
|COOKING | 1.140]
[* TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS PROCESSES [41.027]
[+ TOTAL AREA-WIDE SOURCES |l41.035
[

|

[GRAND TOTAL FOR SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AQMD __{}41.035]

* Emissions from natural sources are excluded.

hitp://www_arb ca.gov/app/emsinv/fcemssumcat_guery.php 3/11/2003
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Exhibit 16 &

CALIFORNIA
ENERGY
COMMISEHDE

TRACY PEAKER
~ PROJECT

 Application For Certification (01-AFC-16)
San Joaquin County

PRESIDING MEMBER'S
PROPOSED DECISION

MAY 2002
P8§00-02-004

Gray Davis, Governor
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Exhibit 16 B

Verification: The project ownerfoperator shall make records available for

inspection by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission upon
request. :

AQ-76 The owner shall maintain records of hours of emergency and non- .
emergency operation. Records shall include the date, the number of hours of
operation, the purpose of the operation (e.9., load testing, weekly testing, rolling
blackout, general area power outage, etc.), and the sulfur content of the diesel
fuel used. Such records shall be made available far District inspection upon
request for a period of two years. [District Rules 2201 and 4701}

Verification: . The project owner/operator shall make records available for
inspection by represeniatives of the District, CARB and the Commission upon
request. Records shall be retained for a period of two years.

AQ-77 Al records shall be retained for a minimum of 2 vears, and shall be
made available for District inspection upon request. [District Rule 1070]

Verification: The project owner/operator shall make the site available for
inspection by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-78 In order to enhance air quality in the City of Tracy and San Joaquin
Courty, GWF will provide and implement a program of locat PMy and czone
precursor emission reductions. Such emission reductions may be comprised of
new mobile or stationary source emission reductions in the area, or purchase of
locally generated banked emission reduction credits, or a combination of each.
This condition is agreed to in order to address concems raised by the public, and
is not imposed to miligate a significant impact under CEQA. Nothing in this
condition shall require GWF to surrender or forfeit the emission reduction credits
that have aiready been secured to offset the TPP.

Protocol: In coodination with the SJVUAPCD, the City of Tracy and
San Joaquin County, GWF shall prepare an emission reduction plan
comprised of emission reductions of PM;o and ozone precuisors created in
San Joaquin County with preference being given to those generated in or
near the City of Tracy. The plan shall be comprised of two parts:

(1) The identification and acquisition of emission reduction
credits, (ERCs) located in San Joaquin County, with preference
being given to ERCs in or near the City of Tracy, and

(2) The plan for creation of new emission reductions wiil provide
actual combustion emission reductions in or near the City of Tracy
during the high PMyp season (September through January) and
ozone precursors during the high ozone season (May through

September). The emission reduction scheme under this plan shall
include consideration of improvements to the Tracy Biomass Plant

125
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operations, fireplace retrofits, and lawn mower and leaf blower
. conversions.

The plan shall also include a schedule of implementation. The emission
reduction plan shail be sent o the appropriate agencies of San Joaguin County,
the SJVUAPCD, and the City of Tracy for review and comment. GWF may
revise the plan according to those comments. The plan, together with the
comment, shall be forwarded to the CPM for review. After consideration of the
comments by the CPM, GWF shall implement the pian in accordance with the
schedule.

Verification: Ninety (90) days pﬁor’ 1o commencement of commercial
operation, GWF shall submit the plan for review by the City of Tracy, the County
of San Joaquin, and the SJVUAPCD.

Forty-five (45) days prior 10 commercial operation, GWF shall submit the pian,
addressing the comments received, to the CPM.

After review and comment by the CPM, and no later than 15 days prior 10
operation, GWF will address the issues raised by the CPM, and shall implement
the plan in accordance with the implementation schedule. If amendments to the
project license may be necessary to implement the plan, such amendments shall
be accounted for in the implementation schedule, and applications shall be
submitted in a timely mannefr.

Reduction in Hours of Operation

In order to further benefit local air quality, GWF will prepare and implement a
plan for reduction in the actual operating hours for the TPP from the curent
maximum of 8,000 hrs/year. This condition is imposed in response 1o public
concems and is not required to mitigate a significant impact under CEQA.
Nothing in this condition shalil require GWF to surrender or forfeit emission

reduction credits that have already been secured to offset the TPP.

Protocol: GWF will prepare 2 plan for reducing the operating hours of
the plan from 8,000 hours annually to a lesser amount, not in conflict with
its contractual obligation to the Depariment of Water Resources. The plan
shail consider and evaluate both a reduction in the annual maxmum
operating hours, and maximum allowable hours of operation averaged
over a number of years. The plan shall include a schedule for
implementation. Such a plan shall be submitted to the CPM, the County
of San Joaguin and the City of Tracy for review and comment.

After consideration the comments, GWEF shall implement the plan according to
the implementation schedule contained therein.

126
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Exhibit 16 D

Verification: Sixty (60) days prior to commencement of commercial
operation, GWF shail submit its plan for reduction in hours of operation for review
and comment by the CPM, the City of Tracy, and the County of San Joaquin. -

Thirty (30) days prior to the commercial operation, after consideration of the
comments of the CPM, the City of Tracy, and the County of San Joaquin, GWF
shall implement the plan in accordance with the schedule of implementation
contained therein. I amendments to the project license may be necessary to
implement the plan, such amendments shall be accounted for in the
implementation schedule, and applications shall be submitted in a timely manner.

127
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Exhibit 17

Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Aftainrenit Plan
2002 Milestone Draft Report

X. EMISSION REDUCTION CREDITS

Definition of
ERCs

ERC
disbenefits

NSR and
retired ERCs

ERC
accounting

Certain pollutant emission reductions due to equipment shutdown or
voluntary control may be converted to emission reduction credits
(ERCs) and deposited in a bank maintained by the air dislncts.
These ERCs may then be used as "offsets” to compensate for an
increase in emissions due to a new or modified emission source
regulated by the districts. In the SMAQMD, ERCs may also be
used as an altemative to strict compliance with specified SMAQMD
control measures. [f a permitted source cannot meet the applicable
emission standard requirements in specified rules, usually because
it is technically infeasible or not cost effective, the source may lease
ar purchase ERCs to achieve the required reductions.

Some ERCs resulting frcm source shutdowns or from modifications
that occur prior to subsequent rules essentially count against
reductions assessed from control measures. Since these ERCs can
be used to offsel excess air pollutants from sources, they may not
be considered a realizec benefit to air quality in most cases. The
milestone analysis must evaluate and account for any ERC
transactions that may nuilify emission reduction benefits fram district
committal control measures in the 1994 SIP.

ERCs used for new source review (NSR) projects may be
considered real reductions since they offset new emissions
generated by growth. NSR project emissions are aiready
accounted for in the 1994 SIP emission forecasts as growth. In a
similar manner, retired ERCs may be counted as frue emission
reductions since they cannct be reused and are a permanent air
quality benefit.

The following Tables 13 and 14 show the adjustments for the
different types of ERC transactions as applied to the total 2002
emission reductions obtained from district control measures. The
net overall emission reductions represent the realized benefit from
district committal/new control measures for the Sacramento
nonattainment area.

Emission Reduction Credits
Page 36
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2002 Monthly Peak Demand Reduction Page 1 of 2
’ Exhibit 18

Reduction in 2002 Monthly Peak & Electr

Revised 4pril 2003
(For 2001 Peak Demand Data, See Other Page;

Megawatt || Megawatt | Percent | Percent | Percent H MWh |
Difference||Difference||Difference||Difference|Difference| ||Difference Drf
(00-01) || {01-02) || (00-01) [ (01-02) | (00-02) (00-01)
[January | 2,091 234 6.2%]| 0.7% -55%][][ 651 594|[:
[February | 2578 1134  -8.0%)|| 3.8% -4.5%| ][ -7e1618
IMarch | 2967 1200 -9.2%]| 4.1%|__ -5.5%] ]| -445,230] -
laprit | 2see 1676 -e0%|  58%  -37%|[|[ -984.494]
IMay |35s8 1219 -10.4%] 3.9%)  -6.9%]|[-1.588 139[]_
[June | 5570 1138 -14.1%) 3.3%|  -11.2%| |-2,989,405] 1,
|Juty 4458|3275 -10.7%]] 8.8%| _ -2.8%|[-1,833,204] 1.
|august 3796 1872  -8.9%] 48%|  -a5%||-1.596,074]
[september]  -3163[  2506]  B8.0%| _ 6.5%|  -1.7%|]-1,160 467[
lOctober ||  -3108| M1 -8.8%| 13%|  7.6%|[][-1,161.482]
[November|  -1588] 526 -4.9%] 1.7%]  -3.3%|[|[-1,363,755 [:
IDecember | 777][ 3 23% oo0%fl  -24%|) 796863
NOTE: Data has been revised for 2002. Please see: Revised tnergy Conservalion Impact Assaasr
3 pgs, 469 kb)

Complete Monthly Analyses
% Actual Data, January 2001 to December :

(MS Excel Spreadsheet)

Chart Showing Peak Demand, July 10, 2
(Acrobat PDF file)

http://www energy.ca gov/electncity/peak_demand/2002 peak demand html 5/6/2003
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Exhibit 15
STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Gaverno:
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 Ninth Street, MS-29
Sacramento, Califormia 35814

YWeb Sile. www.energy.ca.gav

Peak Electricity Demand In the ISO Control Area on July 10, 2002, with Available
Resources and Alternative Demand Scenarios

N e,

: I _ _
T Y O N O T S Y

1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 & 1o kAl 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 ral 22 23 24
Haur Beginning

Actual Systemn Laad = = = Day Ahead Faorecas? —®~—Demand with 2000 conservation
- - Demand with 2001 conservation ey Available Rasources (est.}

This graph compares the July 10, 2002 dermand with two alternative scenarios. The
green [ine on top shows the available electricity generation resources on that day.
Rolling biack outs typicalty would occur when operating reserves dip below two percent.
The blue, dotted line is the ISO's forecast of expected demand. The red line shows the
actual demand in the ISO controt area. The green, dashed line illustrates the Energy
Commission’s scenario of what demand couid have been if Californians were
conserving at the same rate as last summer. The black line represents what electricity
demand would have been based on 2000 usage paterns.
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Exhibit 204

o m % ' UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY.
& ) ) _ REGION 13(. .
‘ 75 Hewthome Street

f : o - ‘ San Franclsgo, CA 84105-3001

e i
- ~ \_,—41 __;" ik AR

_éﬁPtemMr36.2m2 R TS 'tli‘
| - 01-AFC-1Y
DATEsgp 30 T
{RECDPET 03 202

Mr. Jorge DeGuzman

Permitting Program Supervisor : _
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Mmagement District
777 12th Street, 3 Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814-1908

- Dear Mr. DeGuzman:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Mmnagement District’s (SMAQMD) Preliminary Determination of Compliance (PDOC) for the
Sacramento Municipal Utility District - Cosumnes Power Plant (CPP) project. The PDOC for
CPP i§ dated August 27, 2002, and was ceceived in our officc on Augast 28, 2002. The CPP
project is proposed as a two-phase project. Only the 530 MW —capacity Phase I, consisting of
two combined cycle gas tusbines, one condensing steam torbine, and one 9-cell cooling tower, is

 addressed a this dme. : . -

EPA agrees with the proposed Best Available Control Technology BACT) limits for
NO,, 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O,, 1-hour average, €O, 4.0 ppmvd @ 15% O, 3-hour average: and
ROC, 1.4 ppmvd @ 15% O, as methane. The applicant plans to use dry Jow NO, combustors
and a selective catalytic reduction sysiem to achieve the NO,, ROC and CO emission limits.
PM,, will be controlled by using pipeline quality natural gas. '

~  Also, we would like to acknowledge that SMAQMD, the permit applicant, and EPA’s
modeling staff worked together o detenmine that the interpoliutant trade (IPT) ratios for VOC
for NO, af 3.9:1, and for SOx to PM,, 2:1, would result in 2 net air quality benefit for the CPP
project. EPA staff have concluded based on the specific information provided that the IPTis
appropriate. We appreciate you working with Region 9 staff prior to release of the FDOC, in
order to reach consensiis on the approach leading to the final IPT ratios. Please note that this
approval does not provide precedent for approving any other interpoilutant trade (sce enclosure).

Finally, while we agree with the control technology requirernents on the SMUD-
Cosumnes PDOC, we have also ideotified some issues (enclosed) that must be resolved prior ©
permit issuance. The primary permit deficiency centers on the proposed PM,; emission
reduction credits. The PM,, ERCs, primarily road pavement credits, are not valid because
SMAQMD does ot have sn spproved PM,, State Impleméntation Plan, and approved rules that
would allow innovative, non-traditional credits (o be created and used. SMAQMD has two
options: (1) submit some clemeuts of a moderate area plan (¢.8.. RACT/RACM), and an

FROOF OF SERVICE ( REVISED } PAED WY
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Exhibit 20 B

EPA Comments
, on :
Preliminary Determination of Compliance
SMUD-Cosumnes Power Plant

PM10 Emigsion Reduction Crcdlts In general, EPA requires that all ERCs vsed as
offsets must be real, permanent, quantifiable, surplus, and federally enfarceable. Phase 1

of the SMUD-Cosumnes Power Plant preject will rely on both traditional and non-
iraditional emission reduction credits in Sacramento County to offset 79.5 TPY of PM,,
emissions. It is particularly problematic to demonstrate thatnon-traditional ERCs, -
resulting from the road paving, satisfy the surplus requirement. The CEP is proposing to -
offset approximately 49.5 TPY of PM,, emissions by paving segments of eight roads that
are cierently unpaved. To demonstrate emission reductions are surplus, the District must
include, among other things, a comprehensive emission inventory; identify roads to pave,
include the schedule for road paveent, and elaborate on the control measures that are
responsible for the emission reduction credits. EPA policy requires that nontraditional
credits, such as those from road paving, be created and used pursuant to rules approved
by EPA into State Implementation Plans which contain quantification protacols, propet
monitoring, record keeping and reporting requirements, and mechamsms to enforce the
creation and vahdlty of the credits. :

- Modeling Issues - EPA is providing formal approval of interpollutant lradcs of VOC for

NQ, (3.9:1), and SO, for PM,, (2: 1) ratios for this particular project. Despite

. shanconungs in the methods used to arrve at the ratios, they were the resuit of a

consensus process involving EPA, ARB, and the District. This approval docs not provide
precedent for approving any other interpollutant trades:” Each such request must be based
on the specific modeling characteristics for the location and design of the project.

Combustion ine MACT It is unclear whether SMUD-Cosomnes will be a major
source of hazardous air poilutants. Until EPA promulgates a maximum achicvable
control technology (MACT) standard for combustion turbines, all new stationary
corbustion turbines that are major for hazardous air pollutants are subject to case-by-
case MACT determinations in accordances with section 112(g) of the Clean Air Act. EPA

clarified this reguirement in an interpretive rule published in the Federal Register on

Apnl 21, 2000 (65 FR 21363), accessible through EPA website,
“www.epa. gov/ttn/atw/combust/turbme/turbpg himl.” If the combusuon turbm are not
major for HAPs, the permit must docurpent that fact.
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approvable request for redesignation 1 attainment for PM,q. which includes the necessary
maintenance plan; or, (2) require the facility to provide the gppropriate amount of valid PM,

credits to offset the new emissions of the proposed CPP.

If you have any'qucations-r'egarding these comments, please contact me at (415)972-3974,

or have your staff contact Manny Aquitania at (415)972-3977.

Chief, Permits Office

Enclosute

cc:  Aleta Kepnard, SMAQMD
Brigette Tollstrup, SMAQMD -
Jan Schori, Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Faul Riching, Jr., California Energy Comraission
Tuan Ngo, California Energy Commisgion
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Power Facility Licensing Cases Lpproved by the Commission Since 1999 Fage 5 of 8

Exhibt 21 &

LLP County March
7, 2001
Los Esteros  |Calpine ¢* 180 MW Simple n/a |North San | AFC | Septem
Critical Power Ceycle Jose Filed 20
Lnergy Santa August
Facility Clara 6, 2001
(01-AFC-12) County
Valero Valero 51 MW |Cogeneration] $100 Benecia ATC June 6
Cogeneration |Refining R million | Solano Filed
Project Company Another County May 7,
(01-AFC-5) 51 MW 2001
On Hold

POWER PLANT PROJECTS RECENTLY
BY ENERGY COMMISSION

UNDER CONSTRUCTION

As of March 27, 20063
Light Green indicates construction staried
Redish-brown indicates on hold.

PROJECTS GREATER THAN 300 MW
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
Project Applicant/ Size Project |Capital| Location AFC Filing | D:
Host (megawatts)] Type Cost Date !
Ac
Blythe Energy | Blythe Energy 520 MW  |Combined| $250 |Blythe, AFCFiled | N
(99-AFC-8) {LLC Cycle | million |Riverside Dec. 9,
Caounty 1699
Contra Costa [Mirant 530 MW | Combined| $200- | Antioch, AFC Filed
Repower Cycle $300 |Contra Jan 31,
(00-AFC-1) millicn |Costa 2000
County
Elk Hills Sempra/OXY 500 MW | Combined| $300 |Elk Hills, AFC Filed
(99-AFC-1) - Cycle | million Kemn Feb. 24,
County 1999
Hich Desert  |Inland Group 720 MW | Combined] $350+ |Victorville, | AFC Filed
3/7/2003

hrtpi//wwwAenergy.ca,gov/sitingcases/ approved.himl
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Power Facility Licensing Cases Approved by the Commission Since 1999

hitp://owww energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/approved html

BE ©

Exhibit 271 B

Page 60of 8

(97-AFC-1} |and Cycle | million |San June 30,
Constellation Bemardino 1957
Energy County
Magnoita Southern 328 MW |Combined| $200- |Burbank AFC Filed | Se
Power Project | California Cycle 250 |LA County | May 14,
{G1-AFC-0) |Public Power million 2001
Authonty
Metcalf Calpine and 600 MW | Combined| $300- |San Jose, AFC Filed
Energy Cenler | Bechtel Cycle 400 |Santa Clara] APR. 30,
million |County 1969
(99-AFC-3)
(Western) ARCO Western| 500 MW {Combined] 3250 {McKitirick,| AFC Filed | N\
Midway- Energy Cycle | million {Kern Dec. 22,
Sunset Company County 1669
(99-AFC-9}
Mountainview | Intergen 1,056 MW |Combined{ $550 [San AFC filed
(00-AFC-2) |[(Shell-Bechtel Cycle | million |Bernardino {Feb. 1, 2000
venture) County
Otay‘ Mesa Otay Mesa 510 MW 1Combined| 3350 [Otay Mesa | AFC Filed { O
(99-AFC-5) [Generating Cycle | million [area, San August 2,
Company, LLC Diego 1999
(Calpine County
Corporation)
Pastorla Enron 750 MW | Combined| $350- |Tejon AFC Filed | Ja
(99-AFC-7) Cycle 450 |Ranch, Nov. 30,
million |Kem 1599
County
Russell City  |Calpine/Bechtel] 600 MW |Combined| 3$300- jHayward AFC Filed | Ju
Energy Center [Inc. Cycle 400 tAlameda May 22,
(01-AFC-7) million |County 2001
Three Ogden Pacific 500 MW  {Combined| $300 [Burney, AFC Filed
Mountain Power Cycle | million |Shasta March 3,
Power County 1589
{99-AFC-2)
12 plants TOTAL MW | 7,114 MW
PROJECTS LESS THAN 300 MW
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
Yellow indicates Small Power Plant Exemption project.
Redish-brown indicates on hold.
Project Applicant/ Size Project |Capital| Location | AFC Filing | D:
Host {megawatis)| Type Cost Date !
$/7/2003
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Exhibit 21 C

Power Facility Licensing Cases Approved by the Commission Since 1599

Page 7 of 8

¢
Madesto Madesto 80 MW Combined| $60 [Modesto, SPPE Filed | ¢
Irrigation [rrigation Cycle | million | Stanislaus May 4,
Distrigt - District County 2001 M
Woodland 11
Project
(01-SPPE-1)
Sunrise Phase |Edison Mission | 265 MW Combined Fellows, Amendment | Fe
[ - Combined {Energy and Cycle Kem to
Cycle Texaco Global County Certification
(98-AFC-4C) |Gas & Power filed
EXPANSION || 5/14/01
PROJECT TO
SIMPLE
CYCLE
PHASE !
Tracy Peaker |GWE 169 MW Simple n/a |Tracy AFC Filed | C
Power Plant  |Corporation Cycle San Aupust 16,
Project Joaquin 2001
(01-AFC-16) County
United El Paso 1MW Simple NA  |San AFC Filed
Golden Gate | Merchant Cvcle Francisco, | September
(Phase 1) Energy San Matec | 29, 2000
(00-AFC-5)  [Company County

[1] Applicant's filing date of Application For Certification (AFC).

[2] Date Commission formal process begins following Executive Director

recommendation and Commission acceptance of Data Adequacy of the AFC.
[3] Date Commission issues final decision accepting or denying the application.
[4] Construction information current as of November 2002

BrEOOERBBOZ

hitp://www energy ca.gov/sitingcases/approved html
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Exhibit 22
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